Abstract : A comprehensive and updated checklist for the mosquitoes of Thailand has been compiled from scattered literature in addition to our own collections during 1983-1984 mosquito surveys in this country. In total 384 taxa of mosquitoes can be counted with valid distribution records : Anopheles 65 spp., Aedes 100 spp., Armigeres 22 spp., Heizmannia 16 spp., Culex 80 spp., Topomyia 14 spp., Tripteroides 13 spp., Uranotaenia 39 spp., Toxorhynchites 8 spp., and other genera 27 spp. Among them 249 spp. (64.8%) are common with Malaysian mosquito fauna, 113 spp. (29.4%) with Philippine fauna, and 44 spp. (11.5%) with Japanese fauna. Only 54 spp. (14.1%) are not known outside Thailand. References for collection or distribution and larval breeding places have been given to each taxon.
INTRODUCTION
A large number of original papers and monographs on the mosquitoes of Thailand have been published by many entomologists after extensive surveys.
Most of these publications, however, are concerned with only a limited area or taxonomic group, such as a single subgenus, genus or subfamily of mosquitoes from Thailand or Southeast Asia. Barnes (1923) recorded 18 anopheline mosquitoes from Thailand. Barraud and Christophers (1931) published the first literature on both anopheline and culicine mosquitoes of Thailand (cited from Thurman, 1959) .
The "annotated list of Culicinae collected in Siam" by Causey (1937a) Thurman (1959) reported 57 species of Thai mosquitoes including 13 new species. However, mosquitoes belonging to the major genera of Anopheles, Aedes, Culex, Uranotaenia and some minor genera were not included in this important work. As an appendix, she also arranged the names of the mosquitoes previously reported by various entomologists from Thailand into separate lists entitled: "prior to 1950" (107 spp.), "between 1950 and 1956" (57 spp.), "during 1957" (67 spp.) and "new record for 1958" (24 spp) . Thus, all the mosquitoes counted became 255 spp. though some of them were later synonymized or invalidated. Scanlon and Esah (1965) recorded a total of 84 species of mosquitoes from the foot to the summit of Doi Pui, Chiang Mai, northern Thailand. Gould et al. (1968) also recorded a total of 78 mosquito taxa from a small island of south Thailand. Names of a number of Thai mosquitoes are scattered among pages in a large catalog of mosquitoes of the world (Knight and Stone, 1977) , its supplements (Knight, 1978b ; Ward, 1984) , and a list of Southeast Asian mosquitoes (Apiwathnasorn, 1986) . The collection record by Gould et al. (1968) involved many new distribution records for Thailand, although they did not point this out, and these records were not added to the world catalog by Knight and Stone (1977) nor to its supplement by Knight (1978 (Tsukamoto, unpublished) . After field collections and taxonomic studies on new materials, we published collection records (Miyagi et al., , 1986 and a revised checklist of the mosquitoes of the Philippines . Some specimens collected from Thailand during the 1983-1984 surveys still remain unidentified because of lack of detailed descriptions in earlier literature or lack of adequate redescription.
In spite of such a large quantity of scattered literature, no updated and comprehensive checklist for Thai mosquitoes alone has yet been published. It must be, therefore, convenient for field entomologists to arrange all of the Thai fauna in a single list. Although the style is still preliminary and revisions are anticipated by the addition of new materials in the near future, we believe it necessary and useful to prepare such a comprehensive and updated checklist of all the mosquito fauna of Thailand.
MATERIALS AND METHODS
In addition to earlier original descriptions of new species or redescriptions (individual references are not cited here because of their number and availability in the world catalog), records of Thai mosquitoes listed by Causey (1937) , Iyengar (1953) , Iyengar and Menon (1956) , Thurman (1959) , Scanlon and Esah (1965) , Gould et al. (1968) , Scanlon et al. (1968) and Miyagi et al. (1986) are major sources of the present paper as well as the following monographs which were useful in checking synonymies, larval breeding places, collection locality or distribution: for genus Anopheles-Peyton and Scanlon (1966), Reid (1968) , Scanlon et al. (1968) , Rattanarithikul and Harrison (1973) , and Harrison (1980) (1980) . The terms "type-data" and "distribution" from each literature were checked and names of mosquitoes collected in Thailand were compiled into a list .
The sequence of subfamilies, genera, and subgenera was taxonomically arranged following that of the world catalog of mosquitoes for the convenience of readers, and each species within a subgenus or a genus was arranged alphabetically.
References for collection records in Thailand and larval breeding places are also given for convenience to field entomologists. Abbreviations of each genus and subgenus are those proposed by Reinert (1975) .
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Checklist
Before the preparation of this manuscript, a total of more than 460 species and subspecies or varieties of mosquitoes had been recorded from Thailand. Among them, however, about 80 of these are now considered invalid as synonyms, misidentifications and doubtful records. To save space in Table 1 , some references for distribution record in Thailand are expressed in abbreviated forms.
Each species recorded only from Thailand is considered to be endemic and is followed by an asterisk (*). Thaiomyia of Culex has been synonimized under Culiciomyia by Harrison (1987) .
Resurrection of Records
Annotations for some of the mosquito species may need to be added to the list of the Thai fauna because most of them did not appear in the catalog of mosquitoes of the world by Knight and Stone (1977) . Anopheles (Ano.) gigas Giles : Based on Reid (1968) , this taxon has been recorded from northern Thailand as sumatrana and formosus, but the distribution of these varieties in Thailand is doubtful because they are known only from Sumatra and the Philippines, respectively. The records in Thailand should be probably considered as a taxon (sensu lato) : An. gigas. Harrison and Scanlon (1975) Macdonald (1957) , the species "near giblini" occurs widely in Thailand, the Malay Archipelago, Philippines, etc. , and "In 1940 F. E. Edwards examined specimens from Malaya and decided they were different from Australian species giblini. His conclusions , however, were never published, and appparently no one pursued the subject . The literature records of giblini have been included in the distribution list, but the probability of two species being involved should be borne in mind." It seems that this species, or at least one of these taxa, still remains undescribed or uncertain as to whether it is a distinct species or whether specimens from Thailand should be considered within a range of intraspecific variation. In any case, this species has been included as "sp. Barnes (1923) as An. punctulatus Theobald (= tessalata), but the authou's name should be "Doenitz", and its distribution is confined to islands such as New Guinea, Bismark, Solomons, and Moluccas (Knight and Stone, 1977) . Aedes (Aedimorphus) stenoetrus (Theobald): Knight and Stone (1977) included the name "Thailand" as a country of distribution and Apiwathnasorn (1986) followed their treatment .
The specimens collected by Thurman (1959) from Chiang Mai and kept in the U.S. National Museum, however, were not this species but were "actually Ae. vexans vexans" (Meigen) (based on Reinert, 1973a) . In the present paper, therefore, this species is excluded from the list of Thai mosquitoes. Ae. (Adm.) taeniorhynchoides (Christophers): Listed by Iyengar (1953) and Thurman (1959) . This is now also considered by Reinert (1973a) Thurman (1959) listed this species under the item "reported during 1957" but this was known only from India. Bram (1967) eliminated the species from Thai fauna because no locality data was available and no specimen was found from any Thailand collection deposited in a museum. Cx. (Lophoceraomyia) flavicornis Barraud: Listed by Thurman (1959) , this was pointed out to be a misidentification and was described as a new species, Cx. incomptus, by Bram and Rattanarithikul (1967 Iyengar and Menon (1956) . Although Thurman (1959) and Knight and Stone (1977) listed micans as a Thai mosquito species, in the present paper this species is treated as an uncertain record until specimens of true "micans" are collected from Thailand in the future. Ur. (Ura.) orientalis Barraud: Causey (1937) collected and reared larvae of this species, then obtained adults. However, its known distribution is only India according to Knight and Stone (1977) . Identification of the species, therefore, should be reconfirmed by new material. Toxorhynchites (Tox.) amboinensis (Doleschall): Iyengar (1953) reported this species from South Thailand without any comment or locality data. Except for this report, no one has recorded it in Thailand. All the known distribution areas of Tx. amboinensis are restricted to islands in Southeast Asia and the Southwest Pacific Ocean and do not included the Asian mainland. In spite of extensive surveys of Toxorhynchites spp. in 1986 on the Malay Peninsula, no specimen of Tx. amboinensis has been collected (unpublished data), making the record of this species in South Thailand doubtful.
Probable Distribution
Thailand is immediately surrounded by four countries, Malaysia, Burma, Laos, and Cambodia, and indirectly by their adjacent countries, China and Vietnam. It is, therefore, highly probable that some mosquito species which occur in these countries may also occur in Thailand, because many species have been recorded from a combination of at least two of these countries or areas, for example, the Malay Peninsula-China or Burma-Cambodia combinations. As a matter of fact, we have collected Topomyia (Suaymyia) houghtoni Feng (previously known only from Malaya and China), and Tx. (Tox.) albipes (Edwards) (betore it was known only from India and Indochina) from north Thailand (Miyagi et al., 1986) .
The possibility of occurrence near a border is also likely even if the distribution of a mosquito species is known from a single adjacent country. Again, we can quote several examples of such new records to Thailand from our collections (Miyagi et al. , 1986) 
Comparison of Mosquito Fauna
For convenience in the analysis of data, Table 2 shows a "quick-look" comparison of mosquito fauna in major taxonomic levels such as genus (and subgenus) among Thailand , Malaysia, Philippines, and Japan. Out of 384 taxa of the mosquito fauna in Thailand , 54 taxa (14.1%) have been recorded only from Thailand (i.e., are endemic), whereas nearly 40% of the Philippine mosquito fauna are endemic. As shown in this table, general patterns of the genera which appear in Thailand are quite similar to those of Malaysia. For example, at least 249 among the Thai mosquito taxa (64.8%) are distributed in common with Malaysia (mosquito fauna of the latter consists of at least 408 recorded taxa, based on a preliminary checklist prepared by Tsukamoto, unpublished). On the contrary, 113 taxa (29.4%) are common with the Philippine fauna (which consists of more than 300 taxa listed by Tsukamoto et al., 1985) , and only 44 taxa (11.5%) are common with the Japanese fauna which consists of 109 taxa (based on Tanaka et al. 1979 ).
Significant differences can also be observed in quality within genus or subgenus level between Thailand and the Philippines in special taxonomic groups. For example , the Philippine fauna involves only a single species of Heizmannia while the Thai fauna lacks any species of Zeugnomyia. In addition, none of the species of Dipteroides is endemic in Thailand whereas nearly all species of this genus are known only from the Philippines. A similar situation is also observed in the subgenus Finlaya of the genus Aedes: only 2 out of 23 species (8.7%) are endemic in Thailand whereas 18 out of 23 species (78.3%) are recorded only from the Philippines.
Such phenomena well reflect examples of increased acceleration in speciation during the mosquito evolution in an archipelago isolated from a large continent.
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